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ANCSA - Land Grabbing Below the Ice? 
 
Problem area 
 
“States relative power continues to rest on their ability to extract resources (...), to transfer those 
resources into organized violence, and to manage the interface between their internal economy 
and the world economy” (Schwartz, 2010: 13). 
 
The United States of America has always been perceived as a place of opportunities, this notion 
if often affiliated with the access to land, some of which the 49th state of Alaska with its 
1,717,854 km2 and only 735,132 people (2013 est.) (State of Alaska) has played an important 
part. With the discovery of an abundance of mineral resources on the land, the US saw Alaska as 
an opportunity to improve its material situation through territorial expansion (Callinicos, 2007: 
541), and the state played a significant role in opening up new fields for enterprise, which was 
seen through the expulsion of the native population, figuratively through land grant railroads and 
the homestead system (Schwartz, 2011: 8). Natural resources/mineral resources have always 
been highly valued as goods for transforming into capital (cod, timber, minerals etc.), and they 
have always been the most easily exploited in areas of occupied but not owned land, where 
lightly populated or nomadic groups have settled (Schwartz, 2010, 136).  
 
The U.S. can be said to be founded on mercantilism
1
, using its geographical resources in order to 
boost its own economy as well as using natural resources e.g. mined silver to purchase luxuries 
abroad  (Schwartz, 2010: 17), like any individual state it is dependent on the resources generated 
by the process of capital accumulation (Callinicos, 2007: 543). On these lands newly emerging 
nation states have been lead actors in activities such as strip-mining through the removal of 
indigenous peoples, establishing titles to lands for those to be the first on sight, and building 
sufficient infrastructure that enabled a supply and demand economy (Harvey, 2003).   
                                               
1
 “Mercantilism is traditionally viewed as the use of state power (organized violence) in the pursuit of plenty 
(economic wealth) (Schwartz, 2010: 22). 
1 
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Alaska´s true wealth in natural resources was first really acknowledge with the Klondike gold 
rush in 1896, and has ever since challenged and changed the political structure of the state, but 
most of all meant encroaching on the Alaska Native peoples territories and challenging their 
rights to maintain the lives they and their ancestors have lived for generations. With the oil crisis 
in the 1960s and 1970s, the US had to assert its role as the global hegemon
2
 by encountering new 
deposits of resources that could reassert its power (Schwartz, 2010: 66), which also gave way to 
an era of global capitalism from which the world has yet to exit (Callinicos, 2007: 536). But 
Alaska´s natural wealth seems to both function as a catalyst for political developments, as well as 
a means of compromising the ability of choice of specific groups under the guise of its financial 
benefits.  
 
One can easily detect from the historical construction of Alaska that the area has had to fight to 
assert its rights in relation to the federal Government. There is a clear distinction between the 
Alaska’s self-perception and the rest of the US, often referencing the other states in derogatory 
terminology as the “Feds”3 or those down in the “Lower 48”4. Alaska´s political transformation 
from first being the “Department of Alaska”, to its final recognition of statehood in 1958, was 
based on an interest to solve the rights of land in order to better manage the natural resources. 
Even after achieving statehood, the Federal Government has a strong interest and role in the 
management of Alaska's natural resources. In this sense, Marin et al. (2009), refer to the 
relationship between a “rentier” often represented in the shape of a government, and the area 
from which the rentier extracts it´s resources (Marin et al., 2009: 4). Alaska is clearly an example 
of such a type of relationship due to its long history as a rentier frontier with the US as the 
rentier.    
 
But it has not only been the Federal government, but also overall global market forces that have 
pushed for increased demand in mineral resources, and increasing supply means incorporation of 
                                               
2
 A hegemon can be defined as“a situation in which one country dominates the world economy intellectually, 
economically, and militarily” (Schwartz, 2010: 65). 
3
 People within the US Federal Government. 
4
 Common term used in Alaska to refer to all states outside of Alaska except for Hawaii. 
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new lands and/or the extension to new mines. Very high demands mean higher product prices, 
which can make it profitable to move into regions that have very high production costs. An 
example of this is the Arctic, an area that has almost unreachable deposits of mineral resources in 
some areas, due to difficult terrain and inhospitable climate for most of the year, but which is 
now experiencing a strong increase in mineral extractive activities (Marin et al., 2009: 10). With 
the discovery of large oil deposits on Alaska's North Slope in 1969 together with Alaska´s 
assertion of statehood; both the need to settle issues of state vs. Federal land stakes and 
extraction of the wealth from the ground, meant that the importance of land ownership had a 
much more powerful meaning. 
  
Despite the State of Alaska for many years having been avidly pushing for increased control of 
land and political independence, no group has experienced a more extensive political 
transformation than the Alaska Natives: Everywhere in the world, people (especially indigenous) 
are every year displaced due to corporate interests, whether it be within cities or rural areas 
(Quiroz, 2010). The world´s biggest land claim settlement, Alaska Native Claims Settlement 
ACT (ANCSA), has sprung from an interesting combination of capitalistic driving forces 
represented by the Federal US government, settled thousands of kilometers away in the 
American capital, in combination with the State of Alaska, conservation groups, oil companies 
and the Alaska Natives, all wanting to assert their rights to land once and for all. As a result, 
ANCSA was settled on the 21st of December 1971. 
  
With ANCSA came a new and very different social and legal restructuring of the people in the 
shape of new rights, rules and criteria for Alaska Natives. Furthermore, it has been said that 
ANCSA violated the two main principles of any Alaska Native culture, which are subsistence 
and sovereignty, as well as extinguishing Aboriginal title, which in itself constitutes an ancient 
set of rights and an important cultural identity. The new rights and rules meant a transformation 
of the political and socio-economic construction of the Alaska Native society, into what some 
would argue is an assimilated western capitalistic and corporate model, transforming the lives of 
this group of people forever (Zellen, 2008: 45).  
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Within a global political framing; ANCSA constitutes a paradigmatic case for exploring global 
political trends related to land grabbing, as it entails a variety of economic, cultural and political 
matters which have arisen from both international and local forces, and as a result the land 
claims have radically changed the social construction of a specific group of peoples. This can be 
contextualized within the theoretical frames of global land grabbing
5. But what kind of “land 
grabbing” does ANCSA constitute? How has ANCSA brought changes in the cultural, political 
and socio-economic structure of the Alaska Natives peoples? Whether domination is a result of 
politics or economics or both can best be determined through a historical analysis (Cox, 1981: 
142) including both answers to how and why ANCSA was established by looking both at a 
national and international level, in order to understand what this has meant for the Alaska 
Natives involved. 
 
Problem formulation 
 
How can ANCSA´s transformation of the Alaska Native communities be understood within the 
context of the global land grabbing discourse? 
 
Research Questions 
 
● What were the drivers behind the establishment of ANCSA? 
● What are the key features of ANCSA? 
● How has ANCSA changed the cultural and political structure of Alaska Native 
communities? 
● Can ANCSA be understood as a prime example of land grabbing? 
 
                                               
5
 The term refers primarily to large-scale land acquisitions by domestic and transnational companies, governments, 
and individuals (M. Borras Jr. et al., 2011: 209). 
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Theory 
For this project I will first outline a theoretical approach that will help guide the project and 
assist me analyzing my case study on the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (ANCSA). My 
interest lies within the scope of a political and socio economic transformation of Alaska Native 
communities from a mainly subsistence based economy into a structure that is based on strong 
capitalistic and corporate structure as a result of land claims. In this case it therefore seems very 
appropriate to focus on theories related to land grabbing. Land grabbing literature is currently 
gaining increased importance, especially in developing countries in which it is often studied 
within the context of finance, food, fuel and climate (Lavers, 2012: 105). More research than 
ever is being conducted within the field as an attempt to help explain land grabbing on a global 
scale, and the way in which taking of land exemplifies an expansion, creation and reproduction 
of capitalist social relations (Hall, 2013: 1582), but also as tools for analyzing the drivers that 
have led to the type of economy and society we have today (Harvey, 2003: viii). There is no 
clear agreement among scholars as to what land grabbing as such rigidly entails, and the notion 
itself contains many sub-theories.  
 
Two main concepts within this theoretical approach are both strongly influenced by Marxist 
writings. “Accumulation by Dispossession” (AbD), which was coined by Derek Harvey, is 
explained as the "taking land, say, enclosing it, and expelling a resident population to create a 
landless proletariat, and then releasing the land into the privatized mainstream of capital 
accumulation" (Harvey, 2003: 149). AbD can be understood as the centralization of wealth and 
power in the hands of a few by dispossessing the public of their wealth or land (Harvey, 2004). 
David Harvey speaks of AbD as being the “displacement” of a people(s) understood as a direct 
consequence of capitalistic drives.  
 
The concept of AbD is therefore closely related to the notion of Primitive Accumulation (see 
underneath) with its focus on enclosure, creating groups of peoples with and without rights to 
property in a process of creating capitalist relationships. But Harvey´s theory related to AbD also 
goes beyond Primitive Accumulation. The AbD concept while very focused upon the point of 
production, class struggles, and the point of consumption, goes beyond these factors by looking 
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at how they create an unequal and unjust differentiation between two groups, leading to 
exploitation which is in more cases violent than nonviolent (Harvey, 2003). Harvey argues that 
AbD can be understood as being directly tied into the process of historical imperialist expansion, 
wherein the imperialistic power looks for investment in new regions outside or inside of national 
borders, and in which it was possible to engage in financial speculation, which differs from the 
general investment in production (Harvey, 2003: 142). In this way Harvey draws on the 
Primitive Accumulation perspective, but with AbD he goes beyond the basic features of the 
Primitive Accumulation thesis.  
 
Furthermore, in direct relation to AbD; Harvey uses examples of Indigenous groups around the 
world that have in some way been treated unjustly by being “robbed” of their lands, and has 
received no compensation for their lands, and who do not enjoy any benefits from the projects 
that might be enacted on them (Harvey, 2003: 178). Capitalistic forces are somewhat 
“encroaching” on peoples who in contradiction to this perceive themselves as social beings with 
distinctive and often contradictory qualities and aspirations (Harvey, 2003: 179). Harvey does 
briefly acknowledge like Marx that capitalism is progressive within a neo-liberalist perspective 
(Harvey, 2003: 163), but he does not agree that “to make the omelet some eggs must be broken” 
(Harvey, 2003: 169), meaning that in order to achieve goals that will lead to greater wellbeing  
overall in a society, it should not be done at the expense of the claims of smaller and “weaker” 
group. 
 
Derek Hall, will be used as the main exponent of the second theoretical notion, “Primitive 
Accumulation”, which was Marx´s original concept for the creation of capitalist relationships. 
Hall explains in broad terms Primitive Accumulation as “the ways in which capitalist social 
relations are created and reproduced” (Hall, 2012: 1187). Hall explains that different concepts 
of capitalism have implications for understanding the historical transformation of a given 
society. The question is if Primitive Accumulation as a concept allows for understanding the 
historical and political evolution of Alaska´s relationship to the United States, as well as for 
understanding the concrete social transformation of the Alaskan society in relation to ANCSA.  
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The combination of his two texts: “Primitive Accumulation, Accumulation by Dispossession and 
the Global Land Grab” from 2013 and his second text “Rethinking Primitive Accumulation 
Theoretical Tensions and Rural Southeast Asian Complexities” from 2012, together present 
guidelines as how to study the concept of Primitive Accumulation, and what considerations need 
to be made before engaging in this investigation: Hall notes that in order to study Primitive 
Accumulation there are a variety of issues that need to be considered: 
 
1) You need to look at global and national forces for a land grab, and whether crisis can be 
determined to be a trigger behind the land grab, which is almost always the case (Hall, 2013: 
1582). 2) You have to look at and study the creation, expansion and reproduction of capitalist 
social relations 3) One has to consider whether these transformations are contested or welcomed? 
4) Explore what the boundaries between economic and extra-economic means of capital 
accumulation are, and most importantly; 5) Acknowledge that Primitive Accumulation is not a 
finished historical stage, but an ongoing social development through the incorporation of 
capitalism (Hall, 2013: 1585).  
 
In “Rethinking Primitive Accumulation Theoretical Tensions and Rural Southeast Asian 
Complexities”; Hall emphasizes the importance of defining the concept of capitalism, and argues 
that capitalism does not necessarily have to be one and the same thing, but can be contextualized 
in relation to a specific case study. Capitalism needs to be defined in order to more clearly 
analyze what transformation a society has gone through as a consequence of land grabbing. Hall 
argues that “the concept of primitive accumulation can give us that the other concepts cannot. 
The answer is capitalism itself” (Hall, 2012: 1204), what kind of changes has a given society 
gone through due to external financial restructuring? David Harvey also argues in relation to 
Primitive Accumulation that it should be associated with the forceful expulsion of peasants and 
“the suppression of alternative (indigenous) forms of production and consumption”, as well as 
the commodification of and privatization of land and the appropriation of assets (including 
natural resources) (Harvey, 2003: 145). 
 
Both Primitive Accumulation and Accumulation by Dispossession discuss the notion of land 
 Olivia Handberg Scott, student nr.: 42907  
8 
 
grabbing as arising from a crisis, either global or local, and how this transform the delegation and 
possession of land through a takeover driven by capitalistic forces, often done by states or 
governments and how this changes the social construction of a society. This process can be 
understood in terms of some kind of obvious reaction by those being the “victims” of the land 
grabbing, but this reaction does not necessarily have to be an act of violence in the case of Halls, 
but in Harvey´s case it almost always is (Harvey, 2003). This opens up for what defines a land 
grab or distinguishes it from other notions related to ownership of land, such as e.g. large scale 
land acquisitions?  
 
Methodology 
In order to answer the problem formulation for this project, I want to engage in a  global political 
economic and historical dissection of Alaska´s historical developments as a result of a desire for 
land and mineral resources. I want to look at market forces and compare the notions of land 
grabbing that Derek Halls presents in his writings on Primitive Accumulation and David Harvey 
in AbD. I want to look at driving forces at both a local and global, and study the notion that 
ANCSA should have come about as a response to a crisis, with the power of capitalism as a 
driver for change. I wish to create a historical overview of both the political and economic 
developments and changes in Alaska, looking at the U.S.-Alaska relations as reflected by GPE 
driving forces and the desire for expansion of territory and production of oil.  
 
I want to look at what this has meant for the more traditional Alaska Native communities relying 
on subsistence and cultural means for their sustainability, and how through the analysis of both 
global and national factors, it can help reveal some of the driving forces behind the  
establishment of ANCSA. Focusing on whether a substitution of one type of economic structure, 
very based on subsistence usage for a more “advanced” capitalistic corporate model has taken 
place, what changes come about from these alterations as reflected in the Alaska Native 
community? Does this relate to the global land grabbing literature describing Primitive 
Accumulation and AbD and does ANCSA constitute a land grab at all? These questions will be 
answered by following a few and concise research questions that will allow me to engage in a 
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deeper and more holistic discussion. In this discussion I will reflect on Primitive Accumulation 
and AbD and discuss which model (if any), is more applicable to the case of ANCSA in terms of 
socio-economic and cultural transformation based on the empirical data I will have collected, 
which is all constituted by secondary mainly qualitative data. 
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Chapter 1 - The Road to ANCSA 
 
The Homestead Act of 1862 - The first influx to Alaska 
 
"An allusion has been made to the Homestead Law. I think it worthy of consideration, and that 
the wild lands of the country should be distributed so that every man should have the means and 
opportunity of benefiting his condition." 
- Abraham Lincoln, 1861 
 
Alaska´s history starts out with an external interest in the land. In the mid1800s, American´s 
residing in the eastern states of the continent were looking for new opportunities in the vast 
underdeveloped west. The US government had tried to put land in the west up for private 
purchase, but the prices were too high for most families, and therefore the influx of people into 
the region was very slow. On January 1 1862, President Abraham Lincoln signed the Homestead 
Act, allowing families to live on 160 acres of land for 5 years, developing the land for agriculture 
and build a house on it. If after the five years were up all requirements had been fulfilled; the 
person(s) could gain full ownership of the land. This scheme helped develop the western states 
and allow people to become owners of their own parcel of land even without a great deal of 
money. The Homestead Act would not include Alaska until year 1898, and the influx of people 
to this region was slow until valuable natural resources were discovered such as gold (Alaska 
Public Lands Information Centers).  
 
The purchase of Alaska - From Russia to the U.S. 
The birth of American Alaska came about with the purchase of Russian Alaska (1733-1867) by 
the U.S. government on March 30 1867 (formal transfer October 18 1867) for the price of 
$7.2million, and thereby the United States of America obtained nearly 600,000km2 for less than 
2 cents/acre. The treaty of Cession (the official name of the treaty) was signed by the US 
Secretary of the State William Henry Seward, President Andrew Johnson, Russia's minister to 
the United States Edouard de Stoeckl and the Tsar of Russia Alexander II, and thereby 
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contributed to the US quest for geographical expansion and political influence in the region. The 
new land became the “Department of Alaska” (1867-1884) a judicial district of the United States 
of America, meaning that Alaska came under U.S. law and subsequently a federal court was 
established for law enforcement (Bredhoff, 2001). 
 
At the point of purchase, the US seemed unaware of the great riches that Alaska was hiding in 
the shape of mineral resources, (except for coal which was already being extracted in the 1850s), 
and was at the point of purchase merely interested in expanding state borders. Many opponents 
of the Alaska purchase persisted in calling it “Seward´s Folly” or “Seward´s Icebox”, indicating 
that it was a place of no wealth. But shortly after the final purchase the State Secretary Seward 
was vindicated as a major gold deposit was discovered in the Yukon in 1896 (Office of the 
Historian). This lead to the largest and most rapid influx of people in the history of Alaska, 
wanting to stake a claim to gold. Along the routes of Yukon different towns sprung up and were 
given the name ‘boom towns’, and with the discovery of gold, the nation´s four year economic 
depression was very quickly over (London, 1900).  
 
The Organic Act of 1884 - The drive from Department to District fueled by natural 
resources. 
With the purchase of Alaska, it became necessary to implement some type of jurisdiction in the 
area. The first attempt to create a political infrastructure in Alaska took place in the 1880s. After 
decades of neglect and no real political control in the newly bought American land, the Alaskan 
residents begged the Federal government for the implementation of a civil government, but the 
Federal government found it almost pointless to invest time and money into an area only 
consisting of some 33.500 residents, with only about 500 of them being white and the rest 
Native. But Alaska was facing a state of complete chaos, as most of its residents lives´ involved 
deceit, lying, thieving and selling liquor to the Natives (Lundberg, 2014). But when residents in 
Alaska started appealing the need for a government to manage the development of the country's 
extensive resources the federal government finally got interested. The first Organic Act of 
Alaska was signed on May 17 1884, and a handful of officials were selected for an Alaskan 
skeleton bureaucracy, supposed to work as a civil government, and thereby changed the 
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Department of Alaska to become the District of Alaska (Lundberg, 2014). The first 
representatives of Alaska in Congress did not come until 1899 with the Criminal Code, which 
included the taxation of different goods e.g. liquor, and thereby Alaska went from being a district 
to a territory (Lundberg, 2014).   
 
The Organic Act was a very important tool for what we will later see to develop into the Alaska 
Native Claims Settlement Act, as the act consisted of 14 different sections, Section 8 focusing on 
creating land districts for the first time mentions the rights to reside on land and the rights of 
Alaska Natives (here mentioned as “Indians”). The sections states as follows: “the Indians or 
other persons in said district shall not be disturbed in the possession of any lands actually in 
their use or occupation or now claimed by them” (Lundberg, 2014). And Section 12 of the act 
states: “the Secretary of the Interior shall (...) examine into and report upon the condition of the 
Indians residing in said Territory, what lands, if any, should be reserved for their use (...) what 
limitations or conditions should be imposed when the land laws of the United States shall be 
extended to said district” (Lundberg, 2014).  
 
Matters of Native land claims were taken a step further later in 1934 when Congress declared the 
Indians of the reserve Metlakatla
6
 who had immigrated there from Canada to be United States 
were now legally acknowledged citizens. In 1935, Congress furthermore authorized the Tlingit 
and Haida Indians of Alaska to use their Aboriginal title and sue the United States over tribal 
lands taken over by the United States when it purchased Russian interests in Alaska, and in 1936, 
Congress authorized the Secretary of the Interior to set aside reservations
7
 for Alaskan Indians. 
(Alaska History and Cultural Studies). In this sense, Alaska Native support came from outside 
the state, but later with ANCSA these original rights were abolished. 
 
                                               
6
 The last Alaska Native reserve in Alaska, situated on Annette Island in Prince of Wales-Hyder Census Area, and 
home to the Tlingit tribe. 
7
The name "reservation" comes from the conception of the Indian tribes as independent sovereigns at the time the 
U.S. Constitution was ratified. An American Indian reservation is an area of land managed by a Native American 
tribe under the United States Department of the Interior's Bureau of Indian Affairs (bia.gov).  
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Alaska becomes a state - A gain or loss of sovereignty? 
Alaska could have become a state in 1916, if Alaskan residents had supported the cause, but 
Alaska did not gain statehood until 1959, when Alaska´s non-voting delegate to Congress, 
Wickersham, introduced Alaska´s first statehood bill. Wickersham shared the belief of many that 
Alaskan land was being managed by a Congress thousands of kilometers away from home, and 
that it was time to take control. In 1955, the territorial legislature passed legislation authorizing a 
constitutional convention, which was backed in a popular ballot with fifty-five delegates from 
across the country writing a constitution for the proposed state of Alaska. At the same time as 
voters approved the constitution, they also accepted a proposition called the “Alaska-Tennessee 
Plan”8, involving the election of two Alaskans to serve in the United States Senate and the 
United States House of Representatives. Congress first refused to recognize the delegates, but 
after effective lobbying in Washington DC in 1958 Congress finally accepted Alaska´s claim to 
statehood. President Dwight D. Eisenhower signed the Alaska Statehood Bill into law on July 7, 
1958, and thereby Alaska became the 49th state in the United States of America (Alaska 
Historical Society). 
 
The group the Alaska Independence Party (AIP) was the main group responsible for setting up 
the initial statehood ballot, but have ever since statehood argued that statehood was not the only 
path that Alaska could have taken, there were other options that were neglected. Alaska had four 
choices to vote for in the ballot in 1958 not just one. Alaskan voters could have voted for either 
1) To remain a territory 2) Become a separate or independent country 3) Accept commonwealth 
status or 4) Become a state, and AIP argues that Alaska would most likely have chosen to 
become independent from the rest of the US, if the option had not been removed from the agenda 
last minute and if some groups had not gotten their rights to vote revoked unjustly (Alaskan 
Independence Party).   
 
In relation to the 1958 ballot, the party references groups that were not allowed to vote in the 
ballot. It is stated that again the Native population was being excluded, despite being in a large 
percentage, the Federal Voting Rights Act stated that voting required the ability to read and write 
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English thereby excluding the vast majority of Alaska Natives at the time. Furthermore, for the 
first time in any Statehood vote of a Territory entering the "Union", the military and their of age 
dependents were allowed access to the Statehood ballot. Therefore the AIP sees it fair that a new 
ballot be set in place, where all registered Alaskans can have a vote instead only particular 
groups (Alaskan Independence Party).  
 
Land - The eternal battle of assertion 
With Alaska having gained statehood and hence more political power; the federal government 
had lost some of its. The most important federal-state issue that had to be resolved after 
statehood was land ownership, which involved solving disputes between three different groups: 
the federal government, the state government and Alaska Natives. The 1867 Treaty of Cession 
stated that congress had the power to resolve the issue of Native lands but would not do so until 
the late 1960s when the new State of Alaska began to claim federal lands (Alaska History and 
Cultural Studies). 
 
The statehood act said the new state of Alaska could claim ownership of up to 104 million acres 
of Alaskan land, but the stakes that were made disputed with ownership of Alaska Native land. 
Luckily for the Alaska Natives at the time, the Secretary of the Interior at the time, Stewart 
Udall, supported the Alaska Natives rights, and in 1966 he imposed a land freeze in Alaska. This 
prohibited further transfers of land from federal management until Congress settled the Native 
claims. It was stated in a letter from Udall to Alaska's Governor Walter Hickel in August of 1967 
that the land freeze was encouraged due to his empathy with the Alaska Natives, who he claimed 
had no means to stop the takeover of their ancestral lands to which they were legally entitled to. 
Many state and federal officials have though claimed that they believed Udall´s “empathy” 
should not be confused with his need to assert state power against the federal government 
(University of Alaska). 
 
A few years later in 1969, oil was discovered at Alaska's arctic coast, and a decision was made to 
bring the oil to an ice-free port by a pipeline running across much of Alaska. The discovery of oil 
catalyzed the land claim settlement by bringing together an alliance of oil companies, Alaska 
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Natives, conservationist groups, the state of Alaska and the federal government, all lobbying 
together for a land settlement. The Alaska Native Land Claims Settlement Act, passed by 
Congress in 1971, was seen as the final settlement of Alaskan land disputes (Alaska History and 
Cultural Studies).  
 
Oil – The black blood of Alaska 
Oil is the most profitable natural resource in Alaska. In Alaska, oil was first explored in 1896 on 
the shores of Cook Inlet, but only in modest amounts. Six years later wells were drilled at Katalla 
on the Gulf of Alaska and eventually a refinery was built, but a fire crippled the refinery in 
December 1933. Private investors and the federal government were very active in looking for oil 
at the time, and explored for oil in many areas in the territory for the next two decades. In 1957 
major deposits of oil was found, and oil companies built two refineries on the peninsula to 
process the oil. Drillers also found numerous additional oil fields and more than a dozen gas 
fields in Cook Inlet. But no place was as rich in oil as the North Slope of Alaska. Atlantic 
Richfield struck oil at Prudhoe Bay in 1968 (Alaska Historical Society). Crude oil production in 
Alaska peaked in 1988 at about 738 million barrels, which was equal to about 25% of total U.S. 
oil production. In 2012, the numbers had dropped to nearly 192 million barrels, or about 8% of 
total U.S. production (EIA). 
 
Between 1996-1999 5.5% of North Slope oil was exported to Asian countries. These exports 
were overwhelmingly supported by the US Congress and by the Clinton Administration to offset 
an oil glut in California at the time. In June 2000 Alaskan oil ceased to be exported, and 100% of 
Alaskan production stayed in America (anwr.org), but oil was again opened up for exports 
between 1996 and 2004, where an estimated 3,549 million barrels were exported to foreign 
countries. In this time period nearly 95.49 million barrels of crude oil, equal to 2.7% of Alaskan 
production during the period, was exported to foreign countries, with South Korea being the 
main importer. As of April 2013, no Alaskan oil has been exported, and Alaskan oil can only be 
sold to the US out of fear that not enough will be left available to the local market in the future 
(EIA). 
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The Trans-Alaskan pipeline - Benefits and losses 
The Prudhoe Bay field is the largest oil field ever discovered in North America. After necessary 
government studies and obtaining necessary federal legislation, including the Alaska Native 
Claims Settlement Act (ANCSA), the oil companies began constructing the Trans-Alaska 
Pipeline in 1974. The project was to become the most expensive privately funded construction 
project ever built. Three years later, in 1977,  the 800-mile-long pipeline was completed, with oil 
flowing south through the pipeline to Valdez, where it is loaded onto tankers to be shipped south 
to the contiguous states
9
 (Alaska Historical Society). Since the Trans-Alaska Pipeline System 
from the North Slope of Alaska was finished in 1977, about 97% of total Alaskan production has 
come from the North Slope. The rest comes from Southern Alaska. Most Alaskan crude oil has 
gone to refineries in Alaska, (there is currently only two refineries operating in Alaska) 
California, Hawaii, and Washington. Relatively small amounts have been shipped to Puerto 
Rico, the U.S. Virgin Islands, and foreign countries (EIA). 
 
In year 2012, the total amount of oil from Alaska amounted to over 192 thousand barrels of 
crude oil, of which the majority, over 188 thousand barrels, came from the North Slope. Due to 
Alaska's oil reserves, Alaska is the richest state in the US. The oil industry, despite declining 
quantities of oil,  continues to be the largest source of unrestricted revenue to the state, 
accounting for approximately 93 percent, or $8.86 billion, of all unrestricted state revenue in FY 
2012, and unrestricted general fund revenues from the oil and gas industry in FY 2013 is 
expected to reach $6.9 billion and $6.4 billion in FY 2014. Due to its riches, Alaska is also the 
only state that does not have a personal or sale tax (Resource Development Council). 
 
Furthermore, in order to manage the wealth from the oil revenues, The Alaska Permanent Fund 
was established by the State of Alaska in 1976, when the Trans-Alaskan pipeline was close to 
completion. 25 percent of all mineral lease rentals, royalties, royalty sales proceeds, federal 
mineral revenue-sharing payments and bonuses received by the state is placed and managed in 
the fund, and can only be used for income producing investments for the state of Alaska (APFC). 
The entire Fund is managed by a single investment pool, but is divided in two parts: principle 
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(the non-spendable funds) that the Constitution says may not be spent, and earnings reserve 
(assigned funds), which Legislature says may be sent on any public purpose, including the 
Permanent Fund Dividend (APFC). The Permanent Fund Dividend pays out a yearly amount to 
eligible Alaskan residents
10
, with each payment being based upon a five-year average of the 
Permanent Fund's performance as well as the stock market and other factors (Alaska Department 
of Revenue).  
 
The gold standard and the crash of Bretton Woods 
In order to understand the price and importance of oil on both a global and local level, and its 
role as a key component within U.S.´s energy security, it is necessary to study the end of the 
Bretton Woods regime. In 1944, Bretton Woods wanted to fix fluctuations in the value of 
currency and make it immune to inflation by tying currency to metallic money such as gold, 
giving it the name the gold standard. Gold would serve as the basis for both international and 
domestic money, banks would buy and sold gold at fixed rates exchanging banks notes for gold, 
and only create new notes when gold deposits were expanded (Schwartz, 2010: 161). A total of 
44 countries signed-up to voluntarily get their currencies backed by the US dollar, which was 
directly regulated by the gold standard, in order to enable international trade and post-world war 
reconstruction. $1 equaled 35 oz. of bullion, and nations also agreed to buy and sell U.S. dollars 
to keep their currencies within 1% of the fixed rate (Stephey, 2008). 
Domestic markets though started to realize in the 1960s that expanded gold deposits would not 
necessarily benefit their exports. Expanded gold deposits would make the value of a currency 
increase, and hence also make it possible to import more, but the prices of the exported good 
would become too high, and make it hard to compete price-wise in foreign markets. The opposite 
could also be experienced, where in the case of slow-growth or no growing gold reserves; a 
country could be experiencing competitiveness in exporting cheap products, but have a hard time 
importing for their local market (Schwartz, 2010: 161). 
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 Olivia Handberg Scott, student nr.: 42907  
18 
 
The Bretton Woods system ended-up collapsing in 1971 when President Richard Nixon severed 
the link between the dollar and gold — a decision made to prevent a run on Fort Knox11, which 
contained only a third of the gold bullion necessary to cover the amount of dollars in foreign 
hands. The gold standard faced the problem of not being able to manipulate a currency; if the us 
dollar became too strong, it would make it hard for the US to get rid of its exports, and at the 
same time metallic money risks deflation, as it cannot be expanded to stabilize continuously 
falling prices (Schwartz, 2010: 161). Thereafter Britain followed and let it´s pound sterling float, 
and in the 1980s, in varying degrees, everyone country had resorted to currency controls in order 
to manipulate their currency and control their level of imports (Schwartz, 2010: 166). 
The end of the gold standard and the beginning of the crisis 
As the U.S. and other nations decided to decouple their currencies from the gold standard and the 
dollar, the currencies started to float, and more nations printed more money, creating deflation, 
and lowering the value of the dollar. This meant that the oil producers, who charged their oil in 
dollars, received less real income, and therefore the OPEC
12
 cartel decided that they were going 
to now peg the price of oil to gold instead of the dollar. This depreciation of the dollar and new 
ways of valuing oil contributed to the oil shock of 1971 and ultimately the major oil crisis of 
1973.  
Nixon realized that the US would need much more oil, and Saudi Arabia was willing to export 
more to the U.S. Therefore, it was decided that oil could only be bought in dollars, increasing the 
demand for dollars, hence the name “petrodollars” (Mills). In the years after 1971, OPEC was 
slow to re-adjust prices to reflect the depreciation they had experienced. From 1947–1967, the 
price of oil in U.S. dollars had risen by less than two percent per year. Until the oil shock, the 
price remained fairly stable versus other currencies and commodities, but suddenly became 
extremely volatile. OPEC ministers had not developed the institutional mechanisms to update 
prices rapidly enough to keep up with changing market conditions, so their real incomes lagged 
for several years (Time, 2008). 
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 The largest gold mine in the U.S. situated in Alaska. 
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The crisis escalated with the Yom Kippur crisis in 1973. On October 6, 1973, Syria and Egypt, 
with support of other Arab nations, launched a surprise attack on Israel. This new round in the 
Arab-Israeli conflict triggered a crisis already in the making; the rise of the price of oil. On 
October 12th; Nixon sent weapons and supplies to the Israeli army, much to the discontent of the 
Arab nations, some of the largest producers of oil in the world, and the ones that were supposed 
to help support the U.S. with high exports of oil. Not only was the U.S. showing support of the 
enemy of the Arab Nations, but they were also buying oil and low prices with unstable U.S. 
dollars from the oil producing nations, refining it and sending it back at much greater prices to 
the very nations they bought it from (Macalister, 2011). 
This all lead to the OPEC countries deciding to boycott the U.S. and punish the West by first of 
all announcing their decision to raise the posted price of oil by 70%, to $5.11 a barrel. The 
following day, oil ministers agreed to the embargo, a cut in production by five percent from 
September's output, and to continue to cut production over time in five percent increments until 
their economic and political objectives were met. Later on the 19
th
 of October, President Nixon 
decided to ship an additional $2.2 billion in emergency aid to Israel. As a result all the Arab oil 
producing nations decided to unite on a complete US boycott, providing major oil curbs on 
exports to mainly the U.S., but also other western nations. This resulted in the price of crude 
rising from $3 per barrel to $12 by 1974 (Macalister, 2011).  
The first problems with oil can though be traced all the way back to 1956 with the crisis of the 
Suez canal, when Egyptian President Gamal Abdel Nasser announced the nationalization of the 
Suez Canal Company, and hence the control of trade of oil (Office of the Historian). Later on 
June 6, 1967, one day after the beginning of the Six-Day War, Arab nations made a mutual 
decision to deter countries from supporting Israel militarily. Several Middle Eastern countries 
limited their exports to mainly the US and the United Kingdom, but due to lack of disagreement 
among the Arab Nations, a full embargo did not take place at this given point. It was though 
enough to spook the U.S. that advocated emergency measures in OECD meetings and supported 
the establishment of an International Industry Advisory Board to apportion limited tanker 
resources and manage the distribution of the limited oil resources. This was an effective measure 
to negate the oil embargo as there was no consensus on what countries the Arab Nations wanted 
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to embargo, so oil shipped to one European country could then be shipped to any of the 
embargoed countries. The “embargo” ended on September 1 with the Khartoum Revolution 
(Hakes).  
U.S. oil production peaked in 1970 and from thereon declined, placing even more pressure on 
finding new reserves, and with the international financial system already under pressure from the 
breakdown of Bretton Woods, oil prices would continue to rise until 1986, with U.S. oil demand 
increasing from 3.8 million barrels/day (30 percent) between 1967 to 1972 (Hakes: 4). Energy 
security was only ensured if mineral resources could be found within national borders 
(Macalister, 2011), allowing to use national oil storages as an insurance policy against breaks in 
foreign deliveries (Hakes: 5). 
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Chapter 2 - Key features of ANCSA 
 
ANCSA - A new way of being Native 
Going back to the 1966 land-freeze; the Trans-Alaska Pipeline could not be constructed until the 
disputes over land rights had been resolved between the state of Alaska, the federal government 
and the Alaska Natives, the latter making references back to sections 8 and 12 of the Organic Act 
of 1884, stating that no Alaska Native should be disturbed by developments interests on their 
lands. By this time, the Alaska Natives had managed to structure themselves in advocacy groups, 
the largest being the Alaska Federation of Natives (AFN), an NGO uniting all Natives tribes in 
one organizations, lobbying for the rights of the Alaska Natives people. This group would have 
the final vote on the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act, when the issues of land were finally 
settled on the 18th of December 1771. 
ANCSA was encouraged by Congress and signed into law by President Nixon, after the Alaska 
Federation of Natives approved the bill by a vote of 511 delegates for, and 56 against 
(Ongtooguk). With the passage of ANCSA; 44 million acres of Alaska land (10 % of the total 
amount) was given to the Alaska Natives, 12 regional corporations and over 200 village 
corporations were established, and the Alaska Natives were paid a total $962.5 million
13
. The 
federal government selected 197 million acres (60 of the total land) of land for itself, and the 
state of Alaska got to select the remaining 124 million acres (30% of the total land) (Zellen, 
2008, 42). 
Congress saw ANCSA as a good way to compensate the Alaska Natives for the traditional land 
that was taken from them, and ensure them from not being taken advantage of. This sprung from 
the accumulating evidence in the 1960s showing that the Bureau of Indian Affairs
14
 (BIA) was 
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 The US bureau responsible for advocating the rights of American Indians and try to carry out Federal Indian 
Policy.  
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involved in pork barrel
15
 programs designed to help administrators and contractors, cheating 
American Indians of money, and instead benefiting resource industries by allowing them to 
operate on reserves for prices much below market prices (Ongtooguk). It was therefore important 
for the Alaska Natives and Congress to ensure that the Alaska Natives were given both surface 
and subsurface rights to their lands, and that the BIA would have no influence on their lands.  
The passage of this ANCSA settled the issue of what lands Alaska Natives owned by right of 
traditional use and occupancy. The phrase "traditional use and occupancy" means that the land 
was used for subsistence and occupied for a very long time by one group of people (Ongtooguk). 
Furthermore, a fixed amount of money would be placed by the United States Treasury into the 
Alaska Native funds for the following eleven years after the implementation of ANCSA 
(ANCSA, Section 6 (a)), as a means to support and allow the Alaska Native shareholders the 
“necessary” time needed in order to learn the trade of the corporate world and learn how to 
manage and invest their assets (Ongtooguk). 
In order to be become an ANCSA shareholder it was required that you must at the time of the 
implementation be 25% Native or more in order to receive any shares in the Native corporation, 
which gave rise to the increased importance of “blood quantum”. Any person with less than 25 
% Alaska Native blood could/can only receive shares in a corporation through inheritance, 
meaning by receiving the shares of the spouse, or by inheriting them from parents or other 
immediate relatives. Another way to obtain shares is to have it confirmed by a Native 
village/group that one is considered Native, and thereby obtain the same right as someone who 
can prove to have a 25% blood quantum of Alaska Native blood (ANCSA, Section 3(b)). 
 
But it was not only a question of blood, any person born later than the 18th of December 1971, 
the date of the implementation of ANCSA, was considered “New Native”; placing them in the 
same group as someone with less than 25% blood quantum. Such person would not receive 
stocks automatically, meaning that an Alaskan Native family having two children, one born 
before or on the 18th of December 1971, and the other born afterwards, would have to manually 
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share their part of their shares with their second child, in order to ensure that him/her became a 
shareholder, thereby diluting their own shares. The difficulty of issuing stocks to every "New 
Native" born is that the corporation does not grow in value at the same pace, thereby the value of 
the existing stock will be diluted. In other words, the cash value of the stock will go down if the 
profits and/or market value do not increase at the same speed as new shares are issued 
(Ongtooguk).   
 
Every Alaska Native fulfilling the date and blood requirements were automatically enrolled in a 
Native Corporation aka. Regional Corporation, defined by Alaska business law and part of the 
provisions of ANCSA. There were two major controls on how regional corporations were set up 
and conducted business, but their establishment was mainly based on common heritage and 
interest. There were already some Alaska Natives associations in place in the different regions by 
the time of implementation of ANCSA, and Native corporations were to the extent possible to be 
based upon the location of these associations. The first set of controls were the state laws of 
Alaska concerning corporations. The second controls were those found within ANCSA. These 
regulations were special rules, many of which could not found anywhere else in the world. The 
rules stated that a corporation could apply for and receive credit from a bank, and a corporation 
received a "birth certificate" in the form of its charter issued by the state. Unlike a person, a 
corporation does not have to die, it can "live on" indefinitely. "Death" occurs only when assets 
(if any) are sold and the corporation is dissolved (Ongtooguk). 
 
At the same time as belonging to a regional corporation one was also enrolled in a village 
corporation. A village corporation means an Alaska Native village corporation organized under 
the laws of the State of Alaska as a business for profit or nonprofit corporation to hold, invest, 
manage and/or distribute lands, property, funds, and other rights and assets for and on behalf of a 
Native village in accordance with the terms of this Act (ANCSA, Section 6(g)). A village 
corporation represents a Native community for ANCSA purposes. The village corporations were 
under the same restraints as the regional corporations; controlled by Alaska state business law 
and by the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act. The stocks in the Native corporations and 
village corporations could not be sold, pledged, subjected to a lien or judgment execution, 
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assigned in present or future, or otherwise alienated for a period of twenty years after the date of 
enactment of ANCSA (ANCSA, Section 7 (h) (1)). 
 
A person of 25% Alaska Native blood or more, born on or before the 18th of December 1971 
was automatically enrolled in the regional corporation affiliated with the region, village or other 
place in which he/she resided on the date of the 1970 Census enumeration (ANCSA, Section 
5(b)). But if any such person lived up to the criteria for automatic enrollment, but did not have 
permanent residency in one of the regions by the time implementation, they were enrolled on 
criteria of Section 7(a). This was based on criteria related to where the person resided for the last 
two years without any substantial interruptions on the 1970 census date, the region where the 
Native previously resided for an aggregate of ten years or more, the region where the person was 
born, and the region from which the person´s ancestors came from (ANCSA, Section 7 (a)). A 
person with no direct regional affiliation could also choose to become a member of the 13th 
Native corporation. The 13th corporation was a non-land tied corporation, in which all person 
with membership requirements not residing in Alaska at the time of the implementation of 
ANCSA could enroll in. The corporation was not given any land rights under ANCSA, but its 
members were instead paid out an initially higher amount than the other regional shareholders 
(ANCSA, Section 5(c)). 
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Chapter 3 - The cultural and political restructuring of Alaska Native communities 
 
ANCSA - New rules in the community 
 
ANCSA - “An attempt to recreate Main Street on the tundra” (Zellen, 2008: 51). 
 
ANCSA was voted for by the majority of Alaska Natives, but one major issue with the 
agreement of ANCSA was that it extinguished “Aboriginal Title”. Aboriginal Title was a title 
that incorporating all groups of Alaska Natives, and perceived them with special rights as first 
inhabitants of the lands. But with the implementation of ANCSA and the extinguishing of this 
title, Alaska Natives had to abide by new rules, and could no longer make references back to 
prior claims or court cases that could support them in a case of “injustice”. Their past was then in 
some way eradicated (Rosita, 2010). Instead the Alaska Natives received fee simple absolute 
title, or traditional western title (ANCSA, Section 4 (c)). Extinguishing Aboriginal title meant 
that all claims against the United States, the state, and all other persons based on claims of 
aboriginal rights, title, use, or occupancy of land and water areas in Alaska were immediately 
extinguished. This also included any statute or treaty of the United States relating to Native use 
and occupancy based on the laws of any other nation, including any such claims that were 
pending before any Federal or state court or the Indian Claims Commission (Rosita, 2010).  
Furthermore, Congress wanted to avoid the creation of new reserves in Alaska, and managed to 
dissolve many Alaska Natives reserves in the state through the implementation of Alaska (only 
leaving behind Metlakatla in the south of Alaska). This was done as at the point of 
implementation there were many battles between states in the Lower 48, especially in the 
northwestern states, and the Indian reserves over issues such as valuable water and land rights. In 
most cases the states lost the battle due to the Indians rights affiliated with living on reserve land, 
therefore the State of Alaska and Congress wanted to ensure that the Alaska Natives would not 
establish new legal reserves, entitling them to special rights (Ongtooguk). Metlakatla is the only 
remaining Alaska Natives reserve in Alaska and did not receive any lands or rights from ANCSA 
but maintains the rights to its traditional lands (ANCSA, Section 4(a)/6(g)). 
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ANCSA as a legal document though also contained the specific “time-set” changes that could 
create major alteration to the rules and laws of a shareholder, and hence threaten the rights of 
ownership that the Alaska Natives had been given under the act. Section 2 (b) of ANCSA 
initially stated that ANCSA would not necessarily be "Native" after 1991, as it was originally 
intended to be so that following 1991, stocks in the regional corporations could be put up for 
public sale and could be purchased by anyone including other corporations. This meant that if 
enough Native stock was purchased publicly, the Native corporations would no longer remain 
under Native control or they could potentially become dissolved, leaving the Alaska Natives 
without any advantage and no control of their lands, which was the essential part to begin with 
(Ongtooguk). 
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Chapter 4 - ANCSA and global land grabbing. 
 
Analysis - Understanding the transformation of the community 
"Subsistence activities are much more than just a way of surviving; they include economic 
aspects, nutritional and dietary aspects, social and cultural aspects, and aspects related to 
identity and integrity" (Engell & Søndergaard, 2008: 97). 
There are many aspects of the Alaska Native culture that have changed since the implementation 
of ANCSA, and it is often mentioned that these changes have split the Alaska Native community 
in two distinct groups; the “modernists” and the “traditionalists” (Zellen, 2008: 25). Alaska 
Natives are now both seen to be keen on maintaining their cultural identities and ways of life, but 
also many have turned towards a more modernized corporate structure, with now an entirely new 
generation of Alaska Natives becoming corporate presidents. Many of these speak English very 
well, but might not speak their Native tongue (Zellen, 2008: 45). Furthermore, in Alaska Native 
culture, the Elders
16
 are the ones considered to possess the greatest knowledge and the highest 
degree of respect, but have been replaced by a divided generation of younger educated and 
uneducated Alaska Natives (AHDR, 2004: 16). As a result of these changes, there are those that 
claim that ANCSA was nothing else than the U.S. Congress´s way of assimilating the Alaska 
Natives into the economic mainstream of America by dragging them kicking and screaming into 
the twentieth century (Zellen, 2008: 49).  
Many of the Alaska Natives were poorly educated by the time that ANCSA was implemented, 
with very little knowledge of the English language, and few knew how to read, much less 
detailed legal documents such as ANCSA (AHDR, 2004: 16). But with ANCSA education and 
understanding of legal jargon was necessary in order to understand the yearly shareholders report 
and make investments, as their lives and wealth became completely dependent upon it. Later as a 
result of the 1987 Amendments
17
; Alaska Natives cannot sell their stocks on the open market, 
and therefore cannot save themselves from financial ruin if necessary, they are like passengers 
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thereby prevent them from being sold on the open market. 
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on a bus that can change its driver but can never get off it if it crashes (Ongtooguk). 
There are many Alaska Natives that claim that their culture is resilient enough to maintain and 
combine the new with the old, and that instead of being submissive of corporate structures, they 
have managed to indoctrinate and blend the corporate identity with cultural and traditional 
structures, using the corporations as a means of promoting and asserting “nativeness” (Zellen, 
2008: 48). This way they are letting corporation become part of their lives instead of letting them 
control them. There are those that appreciate the opportunities that come with the corporations as 
alternative means of income, modernization, managerial experience and financial management 
and most importantly; the ability to lobby on an intergovernmental scale (Zellen, 2008: 49), but 
from studying the implementation of ANCSA; it is also visible that there has been demands for 
amendments.  
Regardless of indoctrination or not, it is often stated that the Alaska Natives as a result of 
ANCSA have lost two very important aspects of their culture and identity: subsistence and 
sovereignty. Few Alaska Natives leaders were present at the negotiating tables when Congress 
created ANCSA, and it seems that to these leaders the notion that the concepts of sovereignty 
and subsistence could be separated from land was inconceivable. They had been reassured that 
their right to control their lives and communities was safeguarded by the Declaration of Policy in 
the Act that acknowledged their rights as Natives (Worl, 2010). 
Sovereignty to Alaska Natives is not to be understood as in western terminology; a political and 
legal term exercising the right of unlimited power and authority to govern oneself as a country 
(Merriam-Webster online), but rather as a cultural and spiritual component. It is important to 
understand that arctic indigenous worldviews are characterized by their holistic nature, which 
means that they cannot be easily compartmentalized into religious, economic, social, or other 
components (AHDR, 2004: 58), and therefore sovereignty within an Alaska Native context can 
best be defined as "to consist more of continued cultural integrity than of political powers and to 
the degree that a nation loses its sense of cultural identity, to that degree it suffers a loss of 
sovereignty" (Deloria, 1979). The concept is based upon mutual sharing, respect and communal 
responsibilities. In order to protect these values, the Alaska Natives as a strategy against western 
powers, have had to restructure their perception of sovereignty within new institutions in order to 
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better assert their rights against the western system and to a greater extent become a part of the 
greater American society to survive, which is an oxymoron, as it at the same time it is what 
endangers their culture (Deloria, 1979). 
The concept of sovereignty is also very closely tied to the control of land and living of the land, 
which is basically what the concept of subsistence entails, as in its simple definition, subsistence 
can be translated "narrowly" into "to survive", but also as “living of the lands” (AHDR, 2004: 
58). Alaska Natives are known to be highly dependent upon subsistence and have been for 
centuries. Even today Alaska Natives are known for having the highest rate of subsistence 
practitioners among all Arctic Nations (Poppel & Kruse, 2009). As one member of the Gwich'in 
people of Alaska says “we believe that we would not be whole if we were separated from this 
land. We also believe that this land would not be whole without our presence. Our well-being is 
linked closely with our ability to live on and adapt with the land” (AHDR, 2004: 58). 
Subsistence can in it´s more holistic understanding be said to be defined as “harvesting natural, 
renewable resources to provide food for one´s own household, for gifts for others or to exchange 
outside the market economy” (Poppel & Kruse, 2009: 39). To many Arctic peoples, subsistence 
activities are a central aspect of their identity (AHDR, 2004), but the biggest difference between 
the western perception and the Alaska Native perception of land is that according to Alaska 
Natives, land cannot and should not be perceived as a commodity (Worl, 2010).   
What happened with ANCSA was that subsistence rights were abolished together with 
Aboriginal title. Aboriginal title not only focused on political rights, but also the usage of land 
and fishing rights. Under ANCSA Alaska Natives subsistence rights
18
 were not weighed more 
heavily than those of non-Natives, hence it was not perceived as an an important aspect of 
survival or cultural preservation. By ratifying ANCSA, Alaska Natives gained legal title to a 
fixed amount of land and a cash payment, but they also lost 300 million acres of lands and their 
traditional rights to fish and hunt on the lands, which has been use by Alaska Natives for 
subsistence purposes for decades (Zellen, 2008: 43). Alaska Natives started becoming 
increasingly concerned with what impacts limited rights and an increasing rate of non-Natives 
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 Meaning rights to fishing and hunting, collecting berries, plants etc., in general terms living off the land. 
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consuming the land would mean for their future (Worl, 2010).    
Alaska Natives have managed to make alterations to ANCSA as a way of asserting their rights. 
The “1991 time bomb” was as mentioned before a doctrine within ANCSA that was supposed to 
release ANCSA stocks for open sale on the market. This was stopped by concerned Alaska 
Natives voting against it, and managed to ensure the “1987 Amendments” (becoming law in 
1988); stopping ANCSA stocks from being put up for sale on the open market, and thereby 
remaining subject to the old laws pertaining to transferences and ownership of shares (Zellen, 
2008: 50). The 1987 Amendments also allowed Alaska Natives to vote for whether “New 
Natives” should be allowed to be issued shares in the corporations, and it was decided that 
Alaska Native corporations were now allowed to issue up to one hundred new shares to Alaska 
Natives born after the date of implementation of ANCSA, as well as “missed enrollees” and 
Elders over the age of 65 (Zellen, 2008: 59). 
In the case of subsistence, also entailing sovereignty of the lands; the Alaska Natives were also 
able to push for an alteration of these policies, claiming that their subsistence needs were not 
being taken seriously enough by ANCSA, and not enough land had been given to them to enable 
them to continue their subsistence practices. This led to the largest amendment to ANCSA, 
namely the Alaska National Interest Land Conservation Act (ANILCA). ANILCA was passed in 
1980 with the purpose of creating “no-go zones” for industrial activities and settlements through 
the creation of national wildlife refuges and public recreation land, as well as giving rural 
residents a subsistence hunting and fishing preference on federal public lands (AHDR, 2004: 71). 
ANILCA acknowledged the importance of subsistence to many people of Alaska, but was 
criticized for not including a Alaska Native preference, and not letting those living in towns gain 
the same rights as those in rural areas (Zellen, 2008: 72). In 1991, the topic of subsistence was 
brought up again, and it was then determined that location should not play as much of a role, as 
the ability of a person to prove his or her reliance on subsistence for cultural and dietary needs 
(Zellen, 2008: 93). 
At one point the Alaska Natives suggested a entirely different way of managing their stocks and 
land post ANCSA. Many Alaska Natives wishes to transfer land to Tribal governments or 
traditional councils created under the Indian Reorganization Act (IRA) of 1934. The Alaska 
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Natives realized around the time that the debate about selling stocks on the open market, that 
there were certain issues that ANCSA could not resolve. There was an increased dissatisfaction 
with the corporate model that ANCSA offered, and Alaska Natives were fearing losing their 
lands if restrictions were lifted as well as fearing the increasing subsistence regulations that the 
government was implementing. This coupled with increasing social problems in especially the 
villages meant that more and more Alaska Natives wanted to dissolve the corporations and 
instead transfer the lands to tribal governments as a means to also protect them from taxation and 
alienation invoked by an increased rate of non-Natives living of the lands (Worl, 2010). 
The Department of the Interior and the Alaska congressional delegation, along with national and 
state sports hunters, decided to oppose any language in the 1991 amendment that would allow 
the transfer of ANCSA lands to tribal governments, as this did not go over well with the 
underlying purpose of ANCSA; which many saw evident was focused upon a social and 
economic assimilation of the Alaska Natives (Worl, 2010). In another court case including the 
ANCSA land in the area Venetie this position was confirmed in part by the U. S. Supreme Court 
Decision in 1995 in State of Alaska v. Native Village of Venetie Tribal Government, by stating 
that ANCSA lands did not constitute trust lands or Indian Country. In 2000, Governor Knowles 
signed yet another administrative order, which recognized the existence of tribes in Alaska, but 
which should only be understood in cultural and not political or legal terminology (Worl, 2010).  
Many Alaska Natives still fight for the recognition of Tribal governments and Indian Country in 
Alaska, and some have even “transferred” some of their lands to these Tribal entities, but has not 
gained full recognition by the State of Alaska of the Federal Government. They can therefore not 
use these “political” structures as a means to regulate the lands and gain more sovereignty, e.g. 
by possessing the ability to ban the possession, sale and purchase of alcohol and tobacco in the 
villages, as a means of protecting the communities (Worl, 2010).  
Basically with ANCSA; the whole Alaska Native community was transformed from a 
subsistence economy to a moderns corporate management structure, making land the main 
commodity, which entails the culture and identity of the Alaska Natives (Zellen, 2008: 45). 
Some have been against ANCSA and managed to lobby for changes, but having given up 
Aboriginal title, they can never go back to what once was, whilst others appraise ANCSA for 
 Olivia Handberg Scott, student nr.: 42907  
32 
 
giving them the tools for becoming greater players in the overall political American mainstream. 
Discussion - ANCSA a prime case of land grabbing?  
From a Ricardian
19
 point of view; Alaska hardly has any primary products in the shape of 
agricultural goods that the state can export to drive its economic development, and is therefore 
quite reliable on finding other means of export or income such as mineral exports, of which the 
state is bountiful (Schwartz, 2010: 60). This has contributed to the rest of the U.S. expanding its 
Thümen
20
 rings of production into the Alaskan regions, which was first initiated in 1864 through 
the purchase of Alaska from the Russians (Schwartz, 2010: 112). The idea is then to use the 
income from these exports to boost other industries, and also from a market liberalistic view, 
help boost the socio-economic sectors of the society (Clapp & Peter Dauvergne, 2011), and in 
this way Alaska as a periphery has been most thoroughly penetrated by capitalist production 
through the extraction of raw materials (Cox, 1981: 142). ANCSA was meant to “profit” the 
state of Alaska and it´s Alaska Native population, and help the U.S. Federal government combat 
the global energy crisis in the late 1960s and 70s, as most mineral resource deposits were close to 
exhaustion within the U.S., and cheap oil and stable prices gave way to expensive and volatile oil 
(Schwartz, 2000: 137).   
 
The strong interest in extracting mineral resources paved the way for affirming land rights, 
which was perceived as a gain for all actors involved, but also paved the way for the U.S. federal 
government to initiate the extraction of oil from lands in a new and vast area far away from home 
and urban areas (Marin et al., 2009, 13). This demarks a somewhat clear relationship between the 
federal government and Alaska as the place of extraction, as in some ways it can be said that 
Alaska represents one of the common perils of mineral resource extractions, namely that of 
conflicts between different social groups in order to capture economic rent that is generated by 
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 Named after David Ricardo (1772-1823): a GPE strategy/theory that typically uses agricultural or primary 
product exports to drive economic development (Schwartz, 2010: 59). 
20
 Named after Johann von Thünen (1783-1850): a GPE theory focusing on the rings of production enclosing a 
town, in which rents, productivity and prices are all taken into account in relation to distance and the development of 
new technology. When a town is in need of a good that cannot be produced or found within the core, rings it will 
search for it in the outer rings, which is more expensive, but which becomes more profitable as technology improves 
(Schwartz, 2010: 52).  
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these resources and a so-called “rentier” state21, i.e. a government which gains most of the 
revenues of these resources (Marin et al., 2009: 4). Whether more is gained by the federal 
government than the state of Alaska is hard to say. Public data has displayed a financial gain for 
the state of Alaska from oil extractions (high revenues, tax free products, permanent dividends 
etc.), but data is also available that shows discontent with the system on behalf of the Alaska 
Native population (Zellen, 2008). 
 
So does ANCSA constitute a land grab? It has been said that ANCSA constitutes a major shift 
from an economy mainly based on subsistence to an economy which is heavily based on more 
capitalistic corporate structures, where the final outcome is money as opposed to more traditional 
Alaska Native values (AHDR, 2004). In the light of this, it makes for comparing with 
Accumulation by Dispossession as understood by David Harvey: capitalism is seen in a negative 
light, with strong focus on how someone has been dispossessed and something has been taken 
forcefully from people that are incapable of resisting the forces of the state of government 
(Harvey, 2004). This aspect of AbD is in line with Primitive Accumulation, as Derek Hall argues 
that Primitive Accumulation originally as conceptualized by Marx, was a replacement  and social 
transformation of a more ancient system into one driven by capitalistic forces (Hall, 2012: 1187).  
 
ANCSA does not represent a case of exertion of force, and ANCA is unique in the sense that it to 
some extent strides with both notions of AbD and Primitive Accumulation, as it represent a 
“voluntary” substitution of one ancient structure, with a new system of ownership rights. This is 
very different from the basic tenants of Primitive Accumulation as it does not necessarily 
represent a conscious wrongdoing to the people involved. 
 
Therefore it might be more appropriate to speak of “accumulation by substitution”, something 
has been taken from the Alaska Natives as a consequence of ANCSA, but in the process of 
taking, something is also being given. It is clear that the cultural construction and the social 
structure of Alaska Native societies have been altered. This has created cleavages between those 
born before or on the date of the enactment of ANCSA, and those born after, “New Natives”, in 
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 In this case the U.S. government. 
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relation to differences in the benefits that the two groups are born with, and the futures that lie 
ahead of them. Furthermore, a direct demand of Congress was for the Alaska Natives to give-up 
their Aboriginal title in order for ANCSA to become implemented, which also limits the Alaska 
Natives rights and access to subsistence practices. But instead the Alaska Natives were given 
land ownership and fee simple title, and corporations were built on those lands that were 
considered to be most valued by them (Zellen, 2008).  
 
Along the same lines; it is necessary to mention that ANCSA was not implemented without the 
consent of the Alaska Natives, and most Alaska Natives voted for the act and not for the 
establishment of reservations.
22
 Despite some critics stating that due to the low level of education 
of most Alaska Natives at the this time and the very complex structure and complicated legal 
jargon surrounding the act leaving most Alaska Natives unaware of what they were actually 
voting for (Ongtooguk), data shows that ANCSA implied a considerable degree of compliance 
and voluntary engagement by the Alaska Natives.   
 
Furthermore, there is a lot of speculation about conspiracies on behalf of both the federal 
government and the state of Alaska. Some clauses and paragraphs, e.g. the “1991 time bomb” 
would eventually have  abolished certain Alaska Natives rights potentially leaving them without 
both traditional nor modern gains, but the Alaska Natives got the chance to object and make 
major alterations to the act even many years after its implementation. There are Alaska Natives 
that are unhappy with ANCSA today, but it seems that more are happy than not; stating that the 
act ensured and entitled them to their lands more concretely than any other solution would have, 
and also most ANCSA corporations are stated to be the most profitable business in Alaska 
(Linxwiler, 2007).   
 
It can therefore be debated whether ANCSA represents a coercive takeover as implied by AbD. 
It seems appropriate to say that the Federal government and the state of Alaska most likely did 
enjoy the lack of resistance on behalf of the Alaska Natives when attempting to implement 
ANCSA. This paved the way to a smoother and quicker establishing of the Trans-Alaska 
                                               
22
 Something which was later a point of regret for some Alaska Natives. 
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pipeline and more energy security, but there was no physical force involved in the process of 
transformation itself. It seems more appropriate to say that the Federal government has admitted 
that they wanted to “assimilate” the Alaska Natives into the American mainstream, which has led 
to a strong transformation of the cultural construction of the Indigenous construction of the 
Alaska Native society(ies). Some even go as far as to say that the Alaska Natives were dragged 
“kicking and screaming into the 20th century” (Zellen, 2008: 49). It does also seems fair to say 
that considering the history of exclusion and fights for rights and political recognition the Alaska 
Natives had fought for ever since their first encounter with outsiders, it can be speculated that if 
the Alaska Natives had rejected the implementation of ANCSA, their alternative might have 
been worse.  
 
But stating that no compensation has been given to the Alaska Natives for the transformation of 
land use and ownership would also be a lie. We are not speaking of a classic case of 
dispossession in which land has been robbed, where no compensation had been given, or where 
the people enjoy no benefits (Harvey, 2003: 178), quite the contrary. We are speaking of people 
that have been ensured a financial compensation, and direct ownership over surface and 
subsurface rights of land. These people have become shareholders of corporations in which only 
they and their fellow peoples solely own the shares. All a way to ensure the highest degree of 
“sovereignty” (in the modern western perception of the word) over their lands and a way for the 
American Congress to ensure the mistakes of the past do not repeat themselves, by allowing 
other actors to take advantage of them.  
 
Harvey´s notion of AbD should though also be seen within a historical contextualization, on the 
lines of historical materialism that reduces the analysis to economic interests as a way of shaping 
history (Cox, 1981: 132), as it entails an account of historical and colonial relationship between 
two areas, with one taking advantage of the resources of the other (Harvey, 2003: 142). While 
not having elaborated heavily on the relative distribution of wealth accumulated by the U.S. 
purchase of Alaska and the enactment of ANCSA, a clear historical picture has been painted of 
the U.S. interested in Alaska both for primary reasons of territorial expansion, but also later as a 
means of harvesting resources and maintaining its status as a global economic hegemon. There 
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are though no historical records that claim that this relationship has been violent at any point.  
 
It seems that there ANCSA´s fit to AbD is very slim, as hardly any of the theoretical criteria 
seem to apply. Not even the overall argument of the theory that land becomes privatized and 
ends-up in the hands of the few seems to fit (Harvey, 204). Despite only 10% of the area of 
Alaska being selected for Alaska Natives for ownership (Zellen, 2008: 42), it makes it hard to 
argue that 10% is the “few”, and these few are also the ones that were supposed to have been 
“robbed” of land and rights in accordance to the theory, which cannot be argued to be true. But 
one also needs to bear in mind the odd composition of the land delegation. The remaining 30% 
of the Alaska land became Alaska state land, and the majority, 60%, was made federal land, in 
that sense owned by and controlled by a small group of people within the federal government 
(Zellen, 2008: 42). But with the enactment of ANILCA in 1980 Alaska Natives were given 
extended rights to land in order to practice their subsistence traditions on federal public land, in 
that sense broadening the land rights of Alaska Natives (Zellen, 2008: 72). Concluding on this 
assessment, it can therefore it can be argued that ANCSA does not constitute a case of AbD. 
 
It seems that ANCSA is more “easily” contextualized within David Hall´s notion of primitive 
accumulation, in which a transformation of a society has taken place, as an incentive made by the 
state and government, and which is driven by capitalistic driving forces, that transforms the 
social built-up of the society, but not necessarily as a result of a violent of a coercive action 
(Hall, 2012: 1187). Primitive accumulation is also argues by Harvey as something that; should 
also be associated with the forceful expulsion of peasants and “the suppression of alternative 
(indigenous) forms of production and consumption” and the commodification of and 
privatization of land, as well as the appropriation of assets (including natural resources) (Harvey, 
2003: 145). This fits the criteria to some extent of ANCSA, even though as argued before, 
ANCSA was not a result of violent force. 
 
Hall also like Harvey agrees that a privatization of land needs to be seen (Hall, 2012) and as 
argued in the case of AbD, this can to some extent be seen as being true, but in the case of 
ANCSA; the privatization was actually intended on benefitting the “expulsed landless 
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proletariat”, rather than robbing them of further rights. It can in some ways therefore be argued 
to have a reversed ethical origin to the action itself. But it is true that ANCSA was a result of an 
attempt to commodify the land in order to extract the natural resources and therefore agrees with 
Primitive Accumulation. ANCSA shareholders have also accumulated wealth through the use of 
the land by either leasing it to natural resource companies or by building on the lands, therefore 
somewhat commodifying the land, despite the traditional Alaska Native values striding with the 
perception of land as serving for more than sharing and subsistence.  
 
This is Harvey´s point; that Primitive Accumulation in some way suppresses the indigenous use 
and consumption of the lands (Harvey, 2003: 145), and ANCSA to some extent did this by 
implementing a model which was in direct opposition to the values of Alaska Native culture. It 
was replaced with a strong corporate model that was based on pure capitalist driving forces, and 
served to accumulate wealth that could be used to consume other products than what were 
offered by the land. But Hall´s notion of the concept focuses much more on the social 
transformation of a community as a result of the government or state´s capitalistic initiatives; 
offering a more tangible and softer approach to the whole notion. This fits the more clearly with 
the construction of ANCSA, by looking at “the ways in which capitalist social relations are 
created and reproduced” (Hall, 2012: 1187). In the case of ANCSA it becomes very clear that 
the overall traditional system of relying on subsistence was considered to some extent irrelevant 
or inefficient, and therefore replaced by a very strong capitalistic model. 
 
Hall also offers different steps as how to study the whole construction of this new system. He 
asks a question that Harvey also asks in relation to AbD; namely what role the the local and 
global forces have played in initiating the “landgrab”, which is often born out of a crisis (Hall, 
2013: 1582). By looking at the historical overview and construction of Alaska; it becomes clear 
that the U.S. has always had a clear interest in Alaska both as a ways of gaining access to new 
and untouched land, and later on all the natural and mineral resources within the area, but which 
to some extent became challenged with Alaska´s demands for more individual power through 
statehood. With the global oil crisis in the 1960s and 70s, Alaska´s oil resources became more of 
a “necessity” seen in the eyes of the Federal government, that “needed” them as a way of 
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ensuring national energy security, which is also applicable to contemporary U.S. logic, in which 
Alaskan oil is not allowed be to exported to foreign countries (EIA).  
 
This created a global push for quick extraction of the Alaskan oil, but at the same time on a 
national level; with Alaska´s statehood, the state was legally entitled to the selection of federal 
land, and Alaska Natives wanted to assert their rights to land. This therefore triggered a 
somewhat local/national crisis in which the issues of land rights had to be solved in both the 
interest of the symbiotic relationship of local/national and global. It therefore seems legitimate to 
say that ANCSA was partially born out of crisis, pushing for a very fast settling of land rights, 
which might not have been possible had there only been a push on the local or global level alone.  
It seems that it is the combination that enabled the replacement of the older model with a 
capitalistic model, which is Halls second point (Hall, 2013), which seemed to be very welcomed 
and encouraged by all interest groups. And therefore, the extra-economic means to obtain capital 
involved a process of privatization of land enforced by the state and government, worked to 
some extent both in the favor of those “expropriating” and those “expropriated” (Hall, 2013: 
1583), as some was taken, but some was also given, hence going back to the notion of 
“substitution”. 
 
What makes primitive accumulation more interesting in this case, is that the theory as such does 
not only ask whether a transformation of one system to a capitalistic system has taken place, but 
also asks how and why. “Why” has been answered to some extent on the background of national 
and global forces, but “how” allows for a deeper discussion. Whilst ANCSA resulting in a very 
clear and very broad transformation of the Alaska Native subsistence economy and communities, 
the Alaska Natives have also to some extent managed to incorporate their traditional values into 
the corporate capitalistic model, and some go as far as to say that “culture is not disappearing: 
rather, it is modernity that becomes indigenized” (AHDR, 2004: 51). An example of this can be 
found in the very structure of ANCSA itself. 
 
It has been explained how the Alaska Natives have after the implementation of ANCSA made 
demands that strengthened their rights in relation to subsistence and greater inclusion of their 
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people (the so-called New Natives), as well as ensuring the restriction on sales of their stocks 
and asserting their sovereignty to a greater extent. But there are also other examples of 
“indigenization” of ANCSA. ANCSA section 7 (j) and 7 (1) imposes sharing of 70% of all 
revenues from timber and subsurface revenues among the 12 regional corporations regardless of 
profitability, which is an unheard notion in the corporate world (ANCSA Section 7(j)/7(1)). This 
provision was made outside of the courts on behalf of Alaska Native leaders deciding that 
fairness and sharing, old traditional Alaska Native values, should still make-up a big part of the 
new corporate structure. Some Alaska Natives had been assigned lands with hardly any timber 
and subsurface resources, whilst others had them in an abundance. 7 (j) and 7 (i) shares would in 
this way to a greater extent ensure the welfare of all Alaska Natives. 
 
Furthermore; there is even talk about there being a “gain of culture” and a process of cultural 
reaffirmation taking place in Alaska (AHDR, 2004: 50). It is said that Alaska now “enjoys” a 
“mixed economy” (Poppel & Kruse, 2009: 36), constituted by the combination of subsistence 
and commercial wage activities, which provides the economic backbone of the common way of 
life in rural parts of the Arctic, and that this way of life is cherished by its practitioners (Poppel 
& Kruse, 2009). Therefore the cultural reaffirmation that is being spoken of is not a “return to 
traditions” in the sense of a simple reactivation of previously existing customs, it should rather 
be seen an active re-creation of culture and symbols. Modern lifestyles have now been mixed 
with traditional ones,  but to this day Alaska still has the highest number of subsistence 
practitioners in the Arctic (Poppel & Kruse, 2009), and all of the Native corporations invest and 
fund a large variety of cultural programs that will help the survival and strengthening of the 
cultural survival of the Alaska Native communities (Resource Development Council). 
 
It is therefore difficult to full state that there has been a dispossession of the Alaska Native 
communities, or that the traditional Alaska Native communal model has been replaced by an 
entirely corporate and capitalistic model. Despite it to a great extent being true, maybe one 
should rather look at it as a transformation rather than replacement. But then again, one of the 
very important aspects of both theories, but especially emphasized by Hall and Primitive 
Accumulation, is the understanding of capitalism itself. As Hall mentions: “the concept of 
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primitive accumulation can give us that the other concepts cannot. The answer is capitalism 
itself” (Hall, 2012: 1204). This raises another good question when analyzing the Alaska Native: 
what is capitalism, and when did it start? The definition of capitalism used for this paper has 
been understood as the accumulation of wealth which goes beyond covering the basic needs of a 
subsistence diet and which is sold for an exchange of a cash fee.  
 
Hall also asks in regards to Primitive Accumulation what determines whether a community has 
been living outside or inside of capitalism? (Hall, 2013: 1583). It can be argued that capitalism 
has been taking place in Alaska for much longer than ANCSA. It might not have been the 
predominant way of life, but the Alaska Natives have been engaged in capitalist activities for 
hundreds of years starting with small-scale trading with each other and later trading furs with the 
Russian settlers and tradesmen back as early as the 15th century in exchange of money or goods 
that could enhance their quality of life (AHDR, 2004: 24). 
 
There are also other major events that took place before the implementation of ANCSA that were 
already “assimilating” the Alaska Natives into more western models, if not even in a more 
forceful way than ANCSA. One example of this in the mid-20th century, many Alaska Natives 
were “forced” to attend western styles boarding schools far away from their homes and families, 
where they were to only speak and write English, assimilate themselves into western values and 
behavior, and forget about their traditional cultural values. Already then this was said to have 
created a “lost” or “broken generation” (AHDR, 2004: 49) two generations stuck in between two 
worlds, the modern and the traditional, and with the increased military presence in Alaska, even 
more Alaska Native communities were transformed (AHDR, 2004: 48). 
 
It is therefore hard to say that capitalism and social transformation had not taken place already at 
the time of the implementation of ANCSA, but it does make sense to say that ANCSA 
functioned as a strong catalyst for a more extensive transformation and assimilation into a 
western corporate model in order for the people to survive and also assert their values and rights. 
But the interesting aspects of Primitive Accumulation is exactly that it is not supposed to be 
thought of as a finite process, as it is not considered a finished historical stage, but an ongoing 
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social development through the incorporation of capitalism (Hall, 2013: 1585). Capitalism 
requires and facilitates a far more extensive management of populations than earlier modes of 
production (Callinicos, 2007: 539), and therefore Primitive Accumulation can also be used to 
study how ANCSA is currently transforming the Alaska Native communities and how things 
might evolve in the future.  
 
This leaves ANCSA as an open case to be studied, which asks the overall question as to whether 
ANCSA constitutes a land grab? It seems that from the point of view of AbD, ANCSA does not 
constitute a land grab, and whether it does from the point of view of Primitive Accumulation is 
also debatable. In his lecture on the 20 May 2014, Derek Hall stated that often land grabbing as a 
concept entails a notion of force, and therefore one should consider whether what one is truly 
speaking of constitutes a land grab or a large scale land acquisition. The latter does not 
necessarily involving force. He also went on to state that there are four degrees of land grabbing, 
which can either be voluntary/non-voluntary and be more coercive/less coercive. Therefore it 
seems that despite ANCSA not fitting all criteria for a land grab, it could be categorized 
according to Hall as being a large scale less coercive land grab, despite it not being possible to 
compartmentalize it into either AbD or Primitive Accumulation.  
 
Conclusion 
Based on this discussion and all the elements included in this holistic portrayal of ANCSA, and 
as a way of answering the problem formulation; it seems that ANCSA in itself constitutes a 
unique case, which bears very little resemblance to the theoretical notion of Accumulation by 
Dispossession, but which to a greater extent but not entirely can be categorized as Primitive 
Accumulation. Despite ANCSA representing a land grab in the classical terms in which a state or 
government decides to delegate the use of public land in order to privatize it; ANCSA does not 
represent the classical example of a group of people becoming marginalized or pushed off their 
land by force. ANCSA represents a case of consent on all levels, and one in which all groups 
might get their rights rearranged, but are also given/compensated for their “loss” in return of 
ownership political and legal affirmation and cash fees. Therefore; ANCSA does not constitute a 
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“prime” example of land grabbing. It would seem more appropriate to speak of ANCSA as a new 
category on its own, which could be named “accumulation by substitution” or maybe 
“accumulation by rearrangement”.  
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